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Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The 
specification discloses that the inventor is Chen Shirong. The oath discloses the 
inventor as Shih-Tsung Chen. Prior art patents US 6,940,717 and 6,961,243 list the 
inventor as Chen Shih-Tsung having the first and last names reversed. See attached 
interview summary on 12/15/05. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1 , 3 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Suzuki (US 6,105,662). 

With respect to Claim 1 , Suzuki teaches that a cooling apparatus for a computer 
comprising: a conductive base plate (Fig. 2, #36) configured to be installed over a CPU 
(Fig. 2, #34) and to transfer heat therefrom; a heat conductor (Fig. 2, #38) thermally 
coupled to the base plate adapted to carry heat transferred to the base plate by the 
CPU away from the base plate; a heat sink (Fig. 2, #40) thermally coupled to the heat 
conductor for dissipating heat carried by the heat conductor; a fan (Fig. 2, #44) for 
dispersing heat transferred to the heat sink; and a housing (Fig. 1, #46) for the heat sink 
and the fan configured to be installed adjacent to a window (Fig. 1 , #48) in a computer 
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chassis (Fig. 1 , #30) such that the fan can direct airflow (Col. 1 , line 38) through the 
heat sink and out the window (Fig. 1 , #48). 

With respect to Claim 3, Suzuki further teaches that the heat conductor 
comprises one or more heat pipes (Fig. 2, #38). 

With respect to Claim 8, Suzuki further teaches that the heat conductor the heat 
sink comprises a plurality of cooling fins (Col. 2, #42). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
(US 6,105,662). 

With respect to Claim 2, Suzuki teaches the cooling apparatus of claim 1. 
Suzuki fails to teach the form factor of the computer chassis. While Suzuki fails to 
disclose the form factor of the computer chassis, it is obvious that the chassis has a 
size. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to include a computer chassis size of a small form factor computer 
or any size which meets the application of the chassis. 

6. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Suzuki (US 6,105,662) as applied to claim 3 above, in view of Moore (US 5,982,616). 
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With respect to Claim 4, Suzuki teaches the cooling apparatus of claim 3. 
Suzuki does not teach the plurality of heat pipes. Moore teaches a plurality of heat 
pipes (Fig. 2, #78), each heat pipe connected to the heat sink (Fig. 4, #52) through a 
hole (Col. 4, lines 11-15) to facilitate heat exchange therebetween. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify 
the apparatus of Suzuki with that of Moore for the purpose of having parallel heat pipes 
to increase the heat dissipation. 

With respect to Claim 5, Suzuki teaches the cooling apparatus of claim 3. 
Suzuki does not teach the type of heat pipe. Moore teaches the heat pipes contain at 
least one of: a metal mesh grid and a liquid (Col. 4, line 14) for transferring the heat 
contained within the heat pipe. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention was made to modify the apparatus of Suzuki with that of 
Moore for the purpose of increasing the heat dissipation. 

7. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Suzuki (US 6,105,662) as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Rodriguez et al. (US 
6,704,196). 

With respect to Claim 6, Suzuki teaches the cooling apparatus of claim 1 . Suzuki 
does not teach the airflow being drawn over the power supply. Rodriguez et al. teaches 
the airflow (Fig. 1, #144 and #146) is drawn over a power supply (Fig. 1, #142) installed 
within the computer chassis (Fig. 1, #102), removing heat therefrom. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
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modify the apparatus of Suzuki with that of Rodriguez et al. for the purpose of cooling 
the CPU and power supply with the same airflow. 

With respect to claim 7, Suzuki teaches the cooling apparatus of claim 1 . Suzuki 
does not teach the placement of the fan. Rodriguez et al. teaches the fan (Fig. 1 , #148) 
is configured to face the power supply (Fig. 1 , #142). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the 
apparatus of Suzuki with that of Moore for the purpose of cooling the CPU and power 
supply with the same fan. 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
(US 6,105,662) as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Mochizuki et al. (US 5,964,279). 

With respect to Claim 9, Suzuki teaches the cooling apparatus of the above 
claims. Suzuki fails to teach the heat sink material. Mochizuki teaches the cooling fins 
are made of one of: copper (Col. 3, line 63) and compression molded aluminum. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to modify the apparatus of Suzuki with that of Mochizuki et al. for the purpose 
of fabricating the heat sink from a good heat conducting material. 

9. Claims 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
(US 6,105,662) as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Yin (US 5,586,865). 

With respect to Claim 10, Suzuki teaches the cooling apparatus of claim 1. 
Suzuki does not teach a screen over the window. Yin teaches a computer chassis (Fig. 
1 , #10C) comprising the window (Fig. 1 , #10P) in the computer chassis, a screen (Fig. 
3, #34S) over the window, and a second window configured to intake (Fig. 1 , #10V) 
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ambient air. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to modify the apparatus of Suzuki with that of Yin for the 
purpose of creating a filtered airflow for cooling. 

10. Claims 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
(US 6,105,662), in view of Rodriguez et al. (US 6,704,196). 

With respect to Claim 1 1 , Mochizuki et al. teaches a method of cooling the 
interior of a computer chassis, the method comprising: transferring heat generated by a 
CPU (Fig. 2, #34) in the computer chassis (Fig. 1, #30) to a heat sink (Fig. 2, #40) 
through a base member (Fig. 2, #36) installed adjacent to the CPU and a cooling pipe 
(Fig. 2, #38) connected to the heat sink; and drawing ambient airflow (Col. 1, line 38) 
into the chassis through a first window (Fig. 1 , #48 top) in the chassis, pass through a 
fan (Fig. 2, #44), and be blown by the fan over the heat sink (Fig. 2, #40) to outside (Fig. 
1 , #48 bottom) the chassis. Suzuki does not teach the air flow is directed to pass over a 
power supply. Rodriguez et al. teaches wherein the air flow (Fig. 1 , #144 and #146) is 
directed to pass over a power supply (Fig. 1, #142) in the chassis (Fig. 1 , #102). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to modify the apparatus of Mochizuki et al. with that of Rodriguez et al. for 
the purpose of cooling the CPU and power supply with the same airflow. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-1 1 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Regarding Claims 1-10, applicant argues that a housing for a fan and a heat sink 
is novel over Mochiuki et al. However, the housing is not novel over Suzuki. 

Regarding Claim 6, applicant argues that that an air flow to cool both a power 
supply and the CPU is novel over Mochizuki et al. in view of Usui et al. However, this 
dual purpose of the air flow is not novel over Suzuki, in view of Rodriguez et al. 

Regarding Claim 1 1 , applicant has amended this claim. A new ground of 
rejection is stated above. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Nakase et al. (US 6,109,340), Bookhardt et al. (US 6,328,097), 
Rogers et al. (US 6,590,770) and Wobig et al. (US 6,71 1 ,01 3) teach housing for a heat 
sink and a fan. Yu (US 5,959,837) teaches a conductive base plate, a CPU, one or 
more heat conductors, a heat sink, a fan and a computer chassis. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert J. Hoffberg whose telephone number is (571) 
272-2761. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 4:30 PM Mon - Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynn D. Feild can be reached on (571) 272-2092. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





BORIS CH6RVINSKV 



